//54.20

EP

@ PMOW»WWAT ROH Tione >
B
q..«:hm Staff Writer m; ! QHDL

An attorney for Keystone Sanita-
tion Co. Inc. landfill owners said
Monday that the U.S. Environmen-
tal Protection Agency should recon-
sider plans for a second study of off-
site contamination around the

Last week, a federal district
court judge summarily dismissed
all civil claims by Timothy and
Marcia Brown and Cloyd and Dog-
athy Willow of Union Township
that the Keystone landfill caused
groundwater coatamination at
their lands.

Reed, Smith, Shuw and McClay
questioned the validity of an EPA
“Second Operable Unit” to study
contamination outside the landfill
placed on EPA’s National Priorities
List in 1987, i

“They're probably not required to
change their minds, but :E.w.
should cerluinly give it a lot of seri-

rebuked; Union ...oé:m:__c landfill pollution case dismissed

ous consideration,” Hoffman mmE..

Hesaid the EPA Remedial Inves-
tigation and Feasibility Study ::.m-
ings cited by U.S. Middle District
Court Judge Sylvia Rambo in dis-

missing charges against Keystone.

were not specific to the Browns’
farm property.

(Se¢ LANDFILL on page 10A)
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He said the EPA study included

- Jand ir gll directions around the

landfill boundaries. . :

Hoffman said there is no need for
a second part of the EPA study
started in 1989 and completed with
a record of decision in 1990 with a
proposed cleanup costing $11 mil-
lion and taking atleast 30 years. He
said off-site contamination was
studied by EPA in 1989-90, accord-
ing to Rambo's findings.

In her 85-page ruling, Rambo
noted that 83 peréent of soil,
stream/sediment, monitoring well
and residential well sampling loca-
tions done in the EPA remedial in-

vestigation of the 40-acre landfill

were located off-site.

She also quoted .a section of the
RUFS repori noting that off-site
contamination was a primary ob-
jective of the study.

“The overall notion in this OU-2
that they need to study off-site be-,
cause they didn’t do that before is

total and complete baloney,” Hoff-
‘man said. -

“Inmy view, the second operable
unit has been proposed and deve-
Joped. solely to appease the com-
munity and for no valid scientific
reasons,” he said. .

The EPA report that Rambo
cited included statements that the
“magnitude of off-site groundwater
contamination is small"..., the
clean-up plan “will prevent further
releases of contaminates to the
groundwater...,” “off-site residen-
tia] wells in the area are not aft
fected by the site...,” “sampling of
the residential wells did not reveal
contamination, at this point in
time, EPA will not provide bottled
water or filters.” .
«floffman also noted that the Wil-
lows and Browns were the two fam-

Superfund site in Union Township.

ilies that lived closest to the land-
fill. He raised doubts about the
claims of families living further
south in Maryland that they have
suffered groundwater contamina-
tion caused by the Keystone
landfill.

“The water can't go inlo Mary-
land without crossing the Browns’
(property). The Browns are right in
the pathway,” Hoffman said.

“Anybody that says that, 1 don't
think they have any idea what
they're talking about,” he said.

“This is a good story,” Hoffman
said. “Keystone has been atarget of
community anger, frustration and
svorry for about 10 years now. And
we finally go to court, and who
wins?”

“It’s not just who wins, who loses.

Bob Hoffman of 26.52 firm
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The court found that Keystone had
not caused any harm 1o the envi-
ronment ofthe people who live clos-
est to it,” Hoflman said.

Judge Rambo’s ruling also cited
the 1986 report by the Maryland
Department of Health that indi-
cated “trace volatile organic conta-
mination” originating at Keystone

landfill being found southwest of -

the landfill. The Browns cited that
report in their claims against Key-
stone landfill.

The report only reported trace
levels of contaminants, which did
nol present any danger to humans,
and concluded the drinking water
was safe. .

That 1986 Maryland study was
the basis for a criminal suit filed by
the Carroll County State’s Attor-
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ney's office and then withdrawn for
“insufficient evidence” on the sche-
duled trial day in 1989.

In her decision, Rambo noled
that the EPA conceded it found no
contamination at the Browns’ farm,
but privale testing found low Jevels
of conlaminales that were probably
from other activitics, like agricul-
tural pesticide use, and none found
at the Willow farm. The Willows
did not testify in the case.

Rambo also noled the testimony
of Kenneth Gill, an analytical
chemist who took water samples at
the Brown farm, and found the con-
taminate levels lower than' the
levels in his Baltimore City kilchen

1ap water.

Marcia Brown said she and her
husband, who now live on anather

farm outside Littlestown, have not
seen Rambo's final ruling yet.
“We were very disgusied,” she
said, declining any other comment
until later. : .
Christopher Corbett, the EPA’s

- Superfund remedial project engi-

neer for the Keystone site, was not
available for comment.

Franklin Kury, another Smith,
Reed, Shaw and McClay attorney
who has represented Keystone

owners Kenneth and Anna Noel, .

said the court ruling was a vindica-
tion for his clients. . .

“That particular casc is a total
victory for the Noels and Key-
stone,” he said, noting that

Rambo’s decision was firm aboutno-

off-site contamination. L
“The plaintifis couldn’t prove

anything,” he said. :

“l1 think the most important
thing here is that whatever prob-
lems that these people have, the
court found they were caused by
problems other than Keystone”
Kury said.

He said his clients’ have always
contended ‘that the claims against
them have been exaggerated by

_people whose feelings are inflamed,

but they don’t have any fact to base
il on. . -
“The judge found the Noels ran

- their property in conformance with

thelaw,’and therc was no receipt of
rm.n%&o:m waste at that site,” Kury
said.

.J.E very happy for the Noels, 1
think they deserve it. I think they
deserve what they got,” he said.
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